REMARKS 

* 

An election/restriction requirement was issued in the Office Action dated January 
12, 2005. According to that Office Action, "the application contains claims directed to 
the following patentably distinct species of the claimed invention: Figs. 1-9 [first 
embodiment] and Figs. 10-21 [second embodiment]." Office Action, Page 2. The Office 
Action further states that "currently, no claims appear to be generic." Id. 

The Office Action does not state which claims the Examiner believes belong to 
which of the "species." Applicants believe that the reason that this was not done is 
because the restriction/election requirement is improper. Therefore, pursuant to 35 USC 
§ 121, applicant elects the second embodiment, with traverse. 

The first embodiment describes the box function (see paragraphs [0110] to 
[0123]). 

The second embodiment mainly describes the structure of a box function. 
Furthermore, the second embodiment describes the invention by correlating the second 
embodiment with the first embodiment. For example, paragraph [0132] discloses a 
digital photocopier main unit (image processing apparatus), an operating unit 1 102 
(which may be the same unit as the operating unit 202 described in the first embodiment, 
a reader unit 1 103 (which may be the same unit as the reader unit 2 described in the first 
embodiment) and a printer unit 1 104 (which may be the same unit as the printer unit 3 
described in the first embodiment) and paragraph [0133] discloses an image memory 
unit 1 107 (which may be the same unit as the primary storage device 203 or the 
secondary storage device 204 described in the first embodiment), and a control unit 1 108 
(which may be the same unit as the main controller 213 described in the first 
embodiment). 

As mentioned above, Applicants believe that the election/restriction requirement 
is improper. Applicants 1 representative telephoned the Examiner in an attempt to 
determine which claims the Examiner believes belong to each of the "species." 
Unfortunately, Applicants' representative was not able to contact the Examiner. 
However, Applicants' representative was able to contact the Examiner's supervisor, 
Andrew Hirshfeld. Applicants wish to thank Mr. Hirshfeld for his time in discussing the 
matter with Applicants' representative and with the Examiner. Based on a telephone 



conversation between Applicants'Yepresentative and Andrew Hirshfeld (the Examiner's 
supervisor) on February 2, 2005, it is Applicants 1 understanding that the perceived 
distinction is that the functions/features of the first and second embodiments are different. 

For example, it is Applicants 1 understanding that the Examiner believes that 
deletion of old page numbers (for example, as in Claim 1) apply to the first embodiment. 
Applicants agree that deletion of old page numbers is applicable to the first embodiment 
("species"). However, this feature is not unique to the first embodiment. In the second 
embodiment, the user can specify the location of the document information, such as old 
page numbers to be deleted as the page numbers may be located in different positions in 
different jobs. See Paragraph [0209]. The user can also select automatic specification so 
that the control unit can automatically determine the location of the old document 
information (page numbers) to be deleted. See Paragraph [0212]. 

As described above, both the first and second embodiments include a box 
function. 

As described above, Applicants believe that the election/restriction requirement is 
improper. The Examiner has not stated which claims he thinks apply to which "species 11 
and has required that the Applicants elect a "species" and designate the claims applicable 
to the elected "species." As stated above, Applicants elect the second species with 
traverse. Applicants believe that all of the claims apply to the second embodiment. 

If the Examiner does not agree that all of the claims are covered by the second 
embodiment, Applicants request that the Examiner specify which claims the Examiner 
believes relate to which of the species. 
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If the Examiner has any questions, he is invited to contact Applicants* 
representative at the telephone number below. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Marlene Klein, Reg. No. 43,71 8 *V 1-1 1 OtP S 
Attorney for Applicants °*| J 



Canon U.S.A. Inc., Intellectual Property Department 
15975 Alton Parkway 
Irvine, CA 92618-3731 

(949)932-3132 
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